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that I don’t have to pay attention to 
those who did not vote for me—the Re-
publicans, typically. When I won this 
seat and the responsibility, I accepted 
the responsibility, and I had an obliga-
tion to every citizen in my State and 
the citizens of this country to listen to 
them and try to understand their 
needs. That is what you get in a de-
mocracy. You get the opportunity to 
represent all of the people. It is not 
just the rubberstamp of the President’s 
initiatives. The Constitution created 
the Senate as a check on Presidential 
power. The Founding Fathers created 
the Senate in order to obstruct the 
President, when necessary. 

Mr. President, throughout history, 
so-called obstructionists have been the 
champions of democracy. Looking at 
these photos of people like this who re-
sisted tyranny, are they obstruction-
ists? Are the people who stood up 
against tyranny in so many other 
countries obstructionists? Are they 
people who are fighting for a cause, or 
are they obstructionists? This picture 
looks like Boston. Can those people be 
called obstructionists as they tried to 
defend their land? I don’t think so. If 
we look further, there were people who 
disagreed with some of the Founding 
Fathers’ views, who obstructed the 
King of England with our Declaration 
of Independence. It was a pretty good 
idea, one would have to assume. There 
was another time when an obstruc-
tionist stood up with incredible cour-
age; her name was Rosa Parks. She ob-
structed immoral rules in her State, 
and in the picture you see her being 
fingerprinted before she goes to jail. 
Obstructionist? There was a former Re-
publican Senator, Margaret Chase 
Smith. She spoke so eloquently in 1950 
in the Senate in order to obstruct the 
tactics of Senator Joe McCarthy, with 
his bullying, sadistic kind of approach. 
Is that an obstructionist or is that a 
heroine? Women fought for the right to 
vote. The young women who are here 
tonight cannot think about times like 
that. Imagine a woman not being al-
lowed to vote. Were they obstruction-
ists? 

Mr. President, the signs in the pic-
ture say, ‘‘How long must women wait 
for liberty?’’ And ‘‘Mr. President, what 
will you do for woman suffrage, for the 
right to vote?’’ Yes, they obstructed 
immorality. 

So obstructionism, per se, is not an 
evil force if you are on the side of the 
people. 

I say here today, in light of our de-
mocracy’s heritage of productive ob-
structionism, I will be proud to ob-
struct some of President Bush’s pro-
posals this year. 

I am happy to obstruct the Presi-
dent’s plan to privatize Social Security 
and throw our retirement security into 
the stock market. I will be happy to 
obstruct those. If people want to take a 
chance, if they want to gamble, they 
should go to Atlantic City or Las 
Vegas, but do not do it with your pen-
sion because when you need it, it is lia-
ble not to be there. 

A few months ago the President pre-
sented an unrealistic and flawed budget 
to Congress, and I hope to obstruct 
many items in the President’s mis-
guided budget proposal. For example, I 
hope to obstruct President Bush’s plan 
to cut Medicaid by $60 billion over 10 
years. Cuts that hurt the poor and the 
elderly, our Nation’s most vulnerable 
populations. They need that help for 
their health and for their families. I 
am not going to stand by and not ob-
struct those cuts. 

President Bush wants to take health 
care away from lower income families 
and lower income senior citizens. Is 
there any compassion there? I do not 
think so. 

If we look at Amtrak, the Nation’s 
premier rail service, the President 
wants to leave it without money, zero 
fund Amtrak, shut down the system. 
You better believe I am going to be 
there to obstruct that plan whenever I 
can. Shut down the system that took 25 
million riders to their destinations last 
year? 

The President also wants to slash 
community development programs. He 
proposes cutting funding to these pro-
grams by more than a third. Nearly $4 
billion will be taken out of commu-
nities across the country. I want to ob-
struct that. 

In regard to protecting our home-
land, President Bush has proposed re-
ducing homeland security block grants, 
cutting them by $253 million. Amer-
ica’s soil, America’s land, it is a second 
front in this war against terrorism, and 
our soldiers are paying a price for their 
fight there, a terrible price, because 
the President said no to having enough 
soldiers to do that job right from the 
beginning. There are great generals 
who now reflect on the mission and 
say: We could have used more soldiers 
there. One very senior general got fired 
for suggesting we need over 300,000 
troops there. 

The President said no to them, but 
he should not say no to having home-
land security financed sufficiently to 
protect our citizens when they go to 
work, go to school, go to the library, or 
travel about our country. I hope every-
one in this Chamber will obstruct that 
cut. I would like my colleagues to say 
no to that. 

On the issue of airline travel, Presi-
dent Bush wants to increase the airline 
passenger tax by $3 for each leg of a 
flight. A family of four traveling with 
a layover each way could see their 
taxes increase by up to $64 for their 
round trip. 

People are already paying too much 
in airline passenger taxes. I will ob-
struct, yes, obstruct President Bush’s 
tax increase. 

On our environment, President 
Bush’s budget cuts environmental and 
natural resource programs by $2 bil-
lion. With child asthma cases increas-
ing and other environmental dangers 
increasing across the country, why 
would we reduce environmental protec-
tion? 

I have a grandson who is 11, and he 
happens to have asthma. He is the old-
est of my 10 grandchildren. He is a very 
good athlete. But whenever my daugh-
ter takes him to compete in a baseball 
game or a soccer game, she always 
checks where the nearest emergency 
clinic is in case he has an asthma at-
tack. Childhood asthma is growing in 
this country by leaps and bounds, and 
it is because the air is bad and we are 
not doing enough to clean it up. Asth-
ma and other environmental dangers 
are increasing across the country. Why 
would President Bush say no to envi-
ronmental protection? President Bush, 
I do not know why you want to ob-
struct funding for those programs. 

Obstructionism is all that separates 
democracy from dictatorship. Some-
times obstruction is necessary, and in 
the case of President Bush’s agenda, it 
deserves a healthy amount of obstruc-
tion. I hope my colleagues on this 
floor, regardless of party, will look at 
each of the President’s programs and 
say: Remember that President Bush 
obstructed funding for teaching, for 
schools, for stem cell research, for re-
search on Parkinson’s or Alzheimer’s. 
Remember, he obstructed funding for 
those programs. He took care of the 
rich, who are only getting richer. 

If you looked in the New York Times 
about 2 weeks ago, there was an article 
about how the richest in this country 
are leaving the rich behind, about how 
90 percent of the people in this country 
who work to keep their families to-
gether own only 10 percent of the as-
sets of the country, and it is just the 
reverse on the top side. 

In the case of President Bush’s agen-
da, it deserves a healthy amount of ob-
struction, and I hope the people in this 
Chamber have the courage to stand up 
and say: No, I obstruct those terrible 
cuts and that mean, unhelpful disposi-
tion to make it tougher for hard-work-
ing families in this country to be able 
to support themselves, their children, 
and their needs. 

f 

BOLTON NOMINATION 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, last 
evening, something rather extraor-
dinary happened here in the waning 
minutes of the session. My very good 
friend from Kansas, the distinguished 
chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, took the floor to discuss the 
Bolton nomination—an issue, I say to 
my colleagues, no one wants to be re-
solved more quickly than the Senator 
from Connecticut. I have been involved 
in this for two straight months. The 
Presiding Officer and I are both on the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. This 
goes back to April 11, the day we had 
hearings. My hope is that we can re-
solve this matter sooner rather than 
later. 

Last night, my friend from Kansas 
took the floor and announced that he 
knew what names the members of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
were concerned about when dealing 
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with the Bolton nomination. This is 
the matter of the intercepts Mr. Bolton 
requested—some 10 of them—involving 
19 names of U.S. citizens, Americans, 
on those 10 intercepts. We made the re-
quest earlier on to allow the chairman 
and ranking member of the Intel-
ligence Committee, as well as the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, to re-
view the raw data on those 10 inter-
cepts to determine whether there were 
any problems associated with Mr. 
Bolton’s desire to see those intercepts, 
since there has been a basis of informa-
tion concerning efforts by Mr. Bolton 
to intimidate a number of people with-
in the intelligence community—of both 
the intelligence and research division 
of the State Department, as well as the 
CIA—concerning certain intelligence 
conclusions. Therefore, it is a matter 
of concern to many of us on the com-
mittee that we have an opportunity to 
review whether there has been any fur-
ther intimidation. 

I offered initially that we have the 
four Senators I mentioned review the 
matter. That was rejected by the ad-
ministration. I then suggested why not 
just submit the names we are inter-
ested in and have the Intelligence Di-
rector inform us as to whether those 
names were part of the intercepts. If 
they were not, end of matter. If they 
were, we might want to proceed further 
to determine why those names were 
sought out. That was also rejected be-
cause the number of names requested 
to be reviewed was some 36 names. The 
reason I made the request for 36 names 
is because we had no idea specifically 
what these 10 intercepts involved. We 
were even denied a synopsis of what 
may be involved. We were flying in the 
dark about this information. 

At any rate, my colleague and friend 
from Kansas proceeded to say he was 
familiar with what the six or seven 
names would be that we should be in-
terested in. As a result, he proceeded to 
publicly name five of the seven individ-
uals he identified. Not surprisingly, he 
also announced he consulted with Di-
rector Negroponte, who informed my 
friend that none of the names Senator 
ROBERTS provided to the administra-
tion were among the names Mr. Bolton 
and his staff were given by the Na-
tional Security Agency. 

What is remarkable about what hap-
pened last evening is that the Senator 
from Kansas is not a member of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee— 
the committee of jurisdiction with re-
spect to the Bolton nomination. The 
Senator did not participate in more 
than 10 hours of hearings on the nomi-
nation. I sincerely doubt whether our 
colleague reviewed the more than 1,000 
pages of transcripts from more than 30 
interviews conducted by the bipartisan 
staff who jointly conducted those 
interviews. I know of no one on the 
committee who was consulted by our 
friend from Kansas to provide any 
input to the list that was settled upon. 

I do believe we owe our colleague 
from Kansas a debt of gratitude, be-

cause the administration has at least 
now accepted the principle of cross- 
checking names against the list of 
names reviewed by Mr. Bolton. If the 
administration, in a matter of hours 
can cross-check seven names offered up 
by Senator ROBERTS, chairman of the 
Intelligence Committee, why is it a 
problem to cross-check the 36 names 
we have drawn up based on our own 
participation in the 10 hours of com-
mittee hearings and review of over 
1,000 pages of interview? 

We are not on some fishing expedi-
tion here at all to derail the Bolton 
nomination. We have not opened the 
State Department phonebook and se-
lected names at random. There is a 
very specific rationale for each of the 
names on the list of 36 developed as a 
result of 10 hours of hearings, 1,000 
pages of transcripts, and some 30 inter-
views. 

The report of Mr. Bolton’s hearing 
quite clearly and starkly paints a pic-
ture of an individual who is an ideo-
logue determined to have his own way. 
We know what he tried to do with the 
underlings at the State Department 
and CIA—that is not in debate—who 
dared resist his efforts to endorse as 
fact what was not supported by avail-
able intelligence. Mr. Bolton tried to 
crush them. We know what he tried to 
do with other career State Department 
employees who ran afoul of him for in-
explicable reasons. He sought to have 
them excluded in legal deliberations in 
areas of their responsibility or black-
balled them from being assigned posi-
tions within the Department. 

Mr. Bolton was a very driven indi-
vidual when he sought to get his way 
with underlings. He even went so far as 
to propose a CIA analyst be denied 
country clearance so that he could not 
undertake official foreign travel. 

He even sought to have the same in-
dividual’s State Department building 
pass revoked. I do not need to go over 
these matters in detail, but the fact is, 
there is more than ample justification 
for seeking these 36 names, as well as 
the information that Senator BIDEN 
has raised regarding the raw data, the 
draft speeches dealing with testimony 
before the House committees on Syria. 

These are not difficult requests to 
satisfy. As I said a minute ago, my 
friend from Kansas submitted seven 
names to the Department, and he was 
told within a matter of hours or less 
that they were not on the 10 intercepts. 
So whether or not the 36 names sought 
by the Foreign Relations Committee 
are included on those intercepts should 
also be a question that can be answered 
in a reasonable amount of time. 

I have not told anyone, despite a 
number of requests, the names of the 36 
people we would like to have checked 
out. I think acknowledging certain 
names is dangerously close to bor-
dering on revealing the importance of 
the intercept traffic. When certain 
names are mentioned and then ex-
cluded, there is an implication that 
maybe they should be on those lists. So 

I would caution Members from publicly 
talking about the names. We have 
made no effort to do so. We, of course, 
want to limit the number of Senators 
who would actually be able to review 
this matter to four Senators out of the 
100 in this body. 

In all my years here, I have never 
faced such a situation where a coequal 
Member of this body has presumed to 
speak on behalf of another—in this 
case, suggesting that he knew which 
names we should request. Having sub-
mitted those names, he then discov-
ered, of course, that those names were 
not on the intercept list that we saw. 

So I am still hopeful this matter can 
be resolved. I do not think it should 
take that long. Certainly, if the admin-
istration would just respond to the two 
requests regarding the draft state-
ments—congressional testimony by Mr. 
Bolton—and check out the names that 
we have requested regarding these 
intercepts, if that information is pro-
vided and clears up those two matters, 
then I think this body is ready to vote 
up or down on Mr. Bolton. 

Perhaps he behaved more judiciously 
in dealing with his peers and superiors 
than he did with those below him in 
rank. Perhaps the information he re-
quested from the NSA was routine and 
solely to carry out his responsibilities 
as Under Secretary of State for Arms 
Control and International Security. 

But given Mr. Bolton’s zealotry on 
proliferation, on North Korea, on 
Libya, on Syria and other policy areas, 
it is not unreasonable to worry that he 
used all tools at his disposal to advance 
his causes. That is what we seek to find 
out through a cross checking of our 
names of concern against the names 
provided to Mr. Bolton. 

As a matter of institutional right, we 
have, I think, an absolute right, as a 
coequal branch of Government, to so-
licit information that directly pertains 
to the qualifications of this individual 
to be confirmed by the Senate for the 
position to which he has been nomi-
nated. So I would hope that the infor-
mation would be forthcoming and that 
we would be able to get the answers 
and move on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

f 

TOBACCO 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this 
morning’s reports on the Justice De-
partment’s tobacco case are deeply dis-
turbing for all Americans concerned 
about the health of their children. The 
Justice Department memos obtained 
by reporters show that high-level Bush 
administration political appointees 
overruled professional lawyers in the 
case in slashing damages the tobacco 
companies would be required to pay. 
There is no clearer example of this ad-
ministration’s view that Government 
and the courts should protect big cor-
porations first and real people last. 
Whether it is global warning or Iraq or 
tobacco, their view is that the facts 
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